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OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely, may reduce any earned patent 
term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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Applicant's election of Group I in Paper No. 8 is acknowledged. Because applicant did 
not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the 
election has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

A) In claim 1, 'applying a model' is unclear as to the actual steps performed. It appears only to 
recite a mental step. 

B) It is unclear exactly what the process is; the chemical reactions should be set forth as to the 
exact product made. 

C) In claim 4, 'type' is unclear as to what other systems are encompassed. Further, the claims 
should not refer to the figures unless absolutely necessary. See also claim 10. 

D) In claims 3 and 5, 'corrected 5 is unclear. Is the model wrong? If the correct values are known 
why was the model permitted to be made faulty? In claim 5, 'a difference' is not clear- between 
what and what? Claim 5 is very vague. 

E) In claim 7, 'dynamic' is unclear. How does it evolve or change? 

F) Claim 8 is unclear why the target should change. The claim seems to say that if the 
temperature is too high, then change the temperature you want so that it also is too high. 

G) The claims as a whole are unclear as to how the 'model' (computer control program?) works 
and how the values are calculated. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

There is no disclosure of how to calculate the 'coefficient' (claim 11)., how to decide 
when the model is wrong, when to obey the model (claim 8), how to 'use 5 the model, whether a 
computer is being claimed or even the nexus between density and alkali. It appears in claim 1 
that 'calculating', rather than 'controlling' is meant. How does the mere mental steps or 
computer calculation affect the density of a material in a beaker? Moreover, Musow column 4 
lines 50-65 indicate that titratable alkali is mathematically related to, not controlling of or 
controlled by, density. Therefore, the premise of the model is faulty. Why not simply control the 
density by controlling the density? Claim 16 appears to be a necessary part of claim 1, and 
should be incorporated therein. If these are not measured, how does one exert control, know what 
to alter or verify that the process is going as it should? 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baines taken with 
Mosow. 



o 



Application/Control Number: 10/003,574 
Art Unit: 1754 



Page 4 



Baines teaches in uulumm 5 maH computer control of a causticization process. The computer 
can monitor any parameter characteristic of the system and send via a feedbck loop controls to 
other inputs to achieve a stable reaction system. The only differences seen between this and the 
claims is what variables are monitored. Musow teaches in column s2 and 4 that each system can 
have a different variable measured, like titratable alkali or density. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to monitor the density or alkali in the process of Baines because doing so asserts control 
over the process for monitoring for optimum results. Note that in general, processes can be 
optimized (In re Boesch 205 USPQ 215) and that automating a process is an obvious expedient 
(In re Venner et al. 120 USPQ 192). The workings of how the computer makes calculations, 
(claims 8, 12, 14) is deemed conventional as to how computer control programs work- see 
Baines column 9. Choosing coefficients which accurately model reality is an obvious expedient, 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner Hendrickson 
at telephone number (703) 308-2539. 
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